The  President’s  Message 


Washington  has  not  yet  released  an  official  text  of  the  letters 
which  President  Kennedy  sent  on  May  11  to  the  leaders  of  five  Arab 
states,  prior  to  the  Ben-Gurion  visit  to  the  United  States. 

Conflicting  versions  have  been  confided  to  the  press  in  Wash¬ 
ington  and  Beirut.  In  the  absence  of  an  authentic  version,  it  is 
difficult  to  comment  on  the  President’s  message.  Manifestly,  the 
President  made  an  effort  to  placate  Arab  leaders  and  to  encourage 
them  into  accepting  America’s  good  offices  by  couching  his  proposals 
in  language  which  would  not  offend  Arab  sensibilities. 

We  have  not  seen  the  texts  of  the  replies  from  the  Arab  leaders,  but  Arab 
comment,  summarized  in  the  column  to  the  right,  is  as  shrill  and  as  hostile  as  ever. 

Comparison  of  the  unofficial  texts  shows  discrepancies.  These  may  be 
accidents  in  translation  but  Arab  editors  may  have  doctored  the  Kennedy  text 
to  win  a  propaganda  victory. 


From  Washington 
(June  24) 

We  want  to  contribute  to  a  solution  of 
the  Palestinian  refugees  problem  on  a 
basis  of  repatriation  or  compensation 
for  lost  property,  to  assist  in  hnding  a 
just  solution  to  the  problem  of  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  water  resources  of 
the  River  Jordan  and  to  cooperate  in 
other  aspects  of  this  complicated  prob¬ 
lem. 


From  Beirut 
(June  25) 

We  are  willing  to  help  resolve  the 
tragic  Palestine  refugee  problem  on 
the  basis  of  the  principle  of  repatria¬ 
tion  and  compensation  for  property,  to 
assist  them  in  finding  an  equitable  an¬ 
swer  to  the  question  of  the  Jordan  Riv¬ 
er  water-resources  development  and  to 
be  helpful  in  making  progress  on  other 
aspects  of  this  complex  problem. 


The  change  in  the  conjunction  from  “or”  to  “and”  makes  a  substantial  dif¬ 
ference.  Obviously,  the  “Washington”  version  is  closer  to  the  President’s  purpose. 

But  diplomats  are  concerned  much  more  with  substance  than  semantics. 
Neither  draft,  as  published,  contains  any  reference  to  the  resettlement  of  Arab 
refugees,  although  it  is  widely  recognized  that  the  vast  majority  of  the  Arab 
refugees  will  have  to  be  resettled  in  Arab  countries  and  that  few,  if  any,  can  be 
repatriated  to  Israel.  It  is  hard  to  understand  why  the  Administration  failed  to 
discuss  resettlement  frankly  in  its  communications,  since  UN  resolutions  and 
Congressional  declarations  have  always  referred  to  reintegration  and  resettlement. 
Thus,  the  Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  said  in  1956: 

“A  permanent  solution  of  the  Arab  refugee  problem  can  only  be 
found  through  rehabilitation  and  resettlement,  and  the  Committee  has 
repeatedly  expressed  its  deep  concern  over  the  lack  of  progress  in  this 
direction.” 

The  Democratic  Platforms  of  1956  and  1960,  to  which  Mr.  Kennedy  alluded 
in  a  speech  on  August  25,  1960,  called  for:  “the  resettlement  of  Arab  refugees  in 
lands  where  there  is  room  and  opportunity  for  them.” 

It  may  be  argued  that  the  phrase  “repatriation  or  compensation”  really 
means  “repatriation  or  resettlement,”  but  if  this  is  what  compensation  really  means 
then  it  might  have  been  better  to  say  so.  Failure  to  speak  clearly  on  this  con¬ 
troversial  issue  enables  people  to  distort  meanings  and— much  worse —  to  foster 
illusions.  For  more  than  13  years,  Arab  leaders  have  deluded  themselves  into 
believing  that  Israel  will  eventually  be  liquidated.  This  has  fortified  their  past 
resistance  to  comprehensive  resettlement  programs. 


The  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  is  moving  to  eliminate  the 
mild  anti-discrimination  clause  which  the  Administration  put  into  the  new 
foreign  aid  bill  to  replace  the  strong  statements  adopted  by  Congress  in 
1959  and  1960.  A  congressional  battle  is  in  prospect.  (Turn  the  page.) 


Can  there  really  be  any  repatriation  of  Arab  refugees  at  a  time  when  Arab 
leaders  are  calling  for  Israel’s  destruction? 

Arab  leaders  still  refuse  to  enter  into  negotiations  looking  towards  a  settle¬ 
ment  with  Israel.  On  the  contrary,  they  seem  to  grow  more  confident  of  their 
ultimate  triumph.  When  the  Arabs  speak  of  the  repatriation  of  Arabs  to  Pal¬ 
estine  it  is  not  to  live  at  peace,  as  the  UN  1948  resolution  proposed,  but  to  re¬ 
turn  to  that  land  as  the  conquering  rebuilders  of  an  Arab  Palestine. 

It  is  doubtful  that  any  progress  can  be  made  on  this  or  any  other  Arab- 
Israel  issue  until  the  Arabs  accept  the  reality  of  Israel’s  existence  and  are  ready 
to  negotiate  with  her  in  an  honorable  way. 
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ARAB  COMMENT 


Central  theme  of  Arab  reaction  to 
President  Kennedy’s  messages  is  the 
demand  for  Israel’s  extinction. 

Cairo.  Al-Akhbar  (June  26):  “There  is 
no  such  thing  as  half  honor,  half  justice, 
or  half  patriotism.  .  .  .  We  believe  that 
the  completely  honorable  solution  to  the 
Palestine  question  is  that  Israel  be  re¬ 
moved  from  existence.  ...  If  President 
Kennedy  has  another  yardstick  for  hon¬ 
or  let  him  use  it  .  .  .  provided  that  he 
does  not  ask  us  to  approve  these  solu¬ 
tions  and  ask  us  for  a  price  for  these  so¬ 
lutions.  We  sincerely  believe  that  sov¬ 
ereignty  over  every  inch  of  Palestine  is 
the  ri^t  of  the  Arabs  alone.”  Al- 
Gomhuria  (June  27) :  “The  Arab  refu¬ 
gees  will  not  return  as  long  as  the  Israeli 
flag  continues  to  fly  over  wounded  Pal¬ 
estine.  They  will  return  when  the  Arab 
flag  flies  over  Arab  Palestine.” 

Damascus.  Sawt  Al-Arab  (June  24): 
“Israel  was  established  as  a  cancer. 
Whoever  wants  peace,  justice  and  sta¬ 
bility  in  a  bouse  usurped  by  despotic 
thieves  ...  is  like  one  who  supports 
robbery  and  backs  crime.” 

Baghdad.  Premier  Kassem  (June  25): 
“The  Arab  states  should  solve  their  own 
problems  without  allowing  any  foreign 
state  to  interfere  in  the  affairs  of  the 
Middle  East.  We  refuse  interference  in 
our  affairs.  We  are  not  speaking  about 
whether  these  letters  have  been  sent  in 
good  faith  or  not.  We  say  that  to  agree 
to  answer  these  letters  is  to  accept  the 
principle  of  negotiations  regarding  the 
fate  of  the  Palestine  people  and  to  trifle 
with  their  destinies.” 

Amman.  King  Hussein  is  reported  to 
have  replied  that  the  Arab  states  wanted 
peace  but  regarded  Israel’s  existence  as 
a  continuous  danger  to  peace. 

Beirut.  Emile  Ghory,  veteran  Arab 
leader,  in  Al-Hayat  (June  18):  “Amer¬ 
icans  intend  to  impose  compensation 
and  resettlement  as  a  solution  to  the 
refugee  problem  and  this  is  a  further 
step  in  the  effort  by  Zionists  for  liquida¬ 
tion  of  the  Palestine  question.” 
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Appeasement— New  Chapter 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  has  moved  to  eliminate  the 
relatively  mild  statement  on  discrimina¬ 
tion  against  American  citizens  by  for¬ 
eign  governments  which  the  Administra¬ 
tion  included  in  the  preamble  to  the  Act 
for  International  Development  —  the 
new  foreign  aid  bill. 

Sen.  J.  W.  Fulbright  (D-Ark.),  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee,  strongly  ob¬ 
jected  to  the  Administration’s  clause. 
The  language  was  eliminated  by  the 
Committee  and  a  new  Statement  of 
Policy  has  been  substituted. 

Thus,  unless  the  Committee  changes 
its  position,  the  clause  will  not  be  in 
the  Act  for  International  Development 
bill  when  it  is  debated  in  the  Senate. 
The  clause  reads  as  follows: 

“In  addition,  the  Congress  de¬ 
clares  that  it  is  the  policy  of  the 
United  States  to  supi^rt  the  prin¬ 
ciples  of  increased  economic  co¬ 
operation  and  trade  among  nations, 
freedom  of  navigation  in  interna¬ 
tional  waterways,  and  recognition 
of  the  right  of  all  private  persons 
to  travel  and  pursue  their  lawful 
activities  without  discrimination  as 
to  race  or  religion.” 

*  *  * 

In  1959  and  1960,  Congress  adopted 
the  Morse- Javits  amendment  and  the 
Hays  -  Douglas  -  Keating  amendment, 
which  gave  the  President  authority  to 
•vithhold  aid  from  countries  which  dis¬ 
criminate  against  Americans  on  the 
ground  of  race  or  religion,  and  which 
carry  on  economic  warfare,  such  as 
economic  boycotts  and  the  closing  of 
international  waterways.  The  first  was 
a  reaction  to  the  ban  on  American 
citizens  of  Jewish  faith  at  the  U.  S.  base 
in  Saudi  Arabia;  the  second  reflected 
indignation  over  the  Suez  blockade, 
affecting  American  shipping. 

These  amendments  are  to  be  repealed 
by  the  new  legislation.  To  replace 
them,  the  Administration  offered  the 
mild  clause  which  affirmatively  stated 
the  principles  but  which  did  not  call 
for  withholding  aid. 

Sen.  Fulbright  made  his  continued 
opposition  clear  when  he  criticized  the 
Peace  Corps  for  a  decision  not  to  send 
missions  into  countries  which  discrim¬ 
inate  against  Americans  on  the  ground 
of  race  or  religion. 


Later,  Sen.  Fulbright  questioned  Phil¬ 
lips  Talbot,  Assistant  Secretary  of  State 
for  Near  Eastern  and  South  Asian 
Affairs  at  an  executive  session  of  the 
Committee.  It  is  reported  that  Sen. 
Fulbright  objected  to  the  clause  because 
it  might  impede  efforts  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  in  its  relations  with  Arab 
states. 

According  to  press  reports,  Mr.  Tal¬ 
bot  told  Sen.  Fidbright  that  the  clause 
did  not  come  from  the  Department  of 
State  but  was  submitted  to  Congress 
by  President  Kennedy  to  indicate  Ad¬ 
ministration  policy.  Questioned  by  Sen. 
Fulbright,  Mr.  Talbot  is  reported  to 
have  agreed  that  the  clause  could  be 
taken  out  without  objection  from  his 
Department. 

Major  American  Jewish  organizations 
have  long  resented  the  failure  of  the 
State  Department  to  challenge  Arab 
discrimination  against  American  citi¬ 
zens  on  the  ground  of  religion.  These 
organizations  urged  Congress  to  sup¬ 
port  the  anti-discrimination  Statement 
of  Policy. 

Both  Senators  Jacob  K.  Javits  and 
Kenneth  B.  Keating,  Republicans  of 
New  York,  appealed  to  the  Senate 
Committee  to  retain  the  clause. 

There  is  still  a  possibility  that  the 
Committee  may  reconsider  and  restore 
the  clause  in  another  part  of  the  bill. 

The  clause  is  in  the  House  version  of 
the  bill  now  pending  before  the  House 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 

Off  to  a  Right  Start 

The  Administration  has  been  re¬ 
luctant  to  withhold  aid  in  compliance 
with  these  amendments  in  the  case  of 
on-going  programs.  But  the  Peace 
Corps  is  a  new  program,  and  its  direc¬ 
tor,  R.  Sargent  Shriver,  Jr.,  told  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
categorically,  on  June  22,  that  the  Peace 
Corps  will  not  send  Americans  into 
countries  which  discriminate  on  the 
ground  of  race  or  religion. 

Sen.  Fulbright  raised  the  issue  quot¬ 
ing  from  an  editorial  in  the  Minneapolis 
Star,  which  he  called  one  of  the  finest 
newspapers  in  the  country. 

The  editorial  said: 

“The  Peace  Corps,  we  are  told, 
will  not  ptermit  any  discrimination 
against  any  of  its  members  or 
where  they  serve  on  the  basis  of 
their  race,  color  or  religion.  Ad¬ 
mirable  as  this  policy  is  in  objec¬ 
tive,  it  may  serve  to  deny  the  bene¬ 
fits  of  Peace  Corps  projects  to  some 
of  the  Arab  countries  of  the  Middle 
East. 

“Arab  governments,  which  re¬ 
gard  all  Jews  as  Zionists,  supporters 
of  Israel,  and  therefore  their  ene¬ 
mies,  in  a  number  of  cases  have 
refused  to  permit  U.  S.  State  and 
Defense  Department  personnel  to 


serve  at  American  installations 
within  those  countries  and  thus 
could  be  expected  to  avoid  the 
Peace  Corps  so  long  as  such  policy 
prevails.” 

Sen.  Fulbright  disclosed  that  he  had 
received  a  letter  from  the  editor  ques¬ 
tioning  the  Government’s  policy.  Shriver 
replied: 

“We  are  not  going  to  have  any 
religious  test  for  becoming  a  Peace 
Corps  volunteer,  or  racial  test,  or 
any  other  kind  of  test  like  that 
which  is,  in  our  judgment,  undem¬ 
ocratic.  Every  American  will  be 
able  to  join  the  Peace  Corps.  .  .  . 
We  will  not  send  people  to  coun¬ 
tries  where  these  particular  people 
are  not  wanted  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  we  won’t  conclude  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  country  where  they 
attempt  to  set  up  standards  for  our 
operations  which  are  unsatisfactory 
to  us.” 

Sen.  Bourke  Hickenlooper  (R-Iowa) 
asked  Shriver  if  it  was  the  purpose  of 
the  Corps  to  assist  other  countries  or  “is 
it  to  impose  American  ideals  or  ideas?” 
He  continued: 

“If  your  purpose  is  to  assist  the  coun¬ 
tries,  why  not,  in  furtherance  of  that 
assistance,  send  people  that  will  be  ac¬ 
ceptable,  and  bow  to  their  particular, 
and  probably  very  deep-seated  beliefs 
that  you  and  I  may  not  agree  with  at 
all?” 

Shriver  replied  “.  .  .  The  philosophy, 
Senator,  is  that  we  do  not  enter  into 
agreements  with  organizations  which 
have  standards  that  are  unacceptable  to 
the  Congress  or  to  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  ..  .  the  purpose  of  our  organization 
...  IS  to  assist  foreign  countries,  but  we 
have  to  assist  them  on  terms  we  are  able 
to  meet.” 

But  Sen.  Hickenlooper  was  not  sat¬ 
isfied.  He  went  on: 

“Let  us  get  down  to  a  concrete 
case.  You  and  I  do  not  agree  with 
the  attitude  and  the  position  taken 
by  the  Arab  countries  on  excluding 
Jews,  and  1  suppose  most  people 
don’t  agree  with  that  attitude  in  this 
country.  But  do  we  have  for  a  pur¬ 
pose  to  assist  the  people  of  Arab 
countries?  If  so,  why  not  send  peo¬ 
ple  who  will  be  acceptable  to  them? 

If  the  purpose  is  to  assist  them, 
why  not  do  that?  Or  is  it  our 
purpose  to  bring  compulsion  to 
bear,  to  have  them  change  their 
basic  attitude  to  one  that  conforms 
to  our  philosophy,  religion,  and 
otherwise?” 

Shriver  replied  that  the  Peace  Corps 
was  not  trying  to  impose  its  opinions  on 
anyone  but  would  be  reluctant  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  which  was  predicated 
on  discrimination.  He  pointed  to  pre¬ 
vious  declarations  by  Congress  written 
into  the  Mutual  Security  Act. 

Sen.  Fulbright  urged  Shriver  to  con¬ 
sider  the  reservations  of  the  Minneapolis 
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newspaper  seriously.  He  said: 

“We  have  had  somewhat  similar 
controversies  in  the  Senate  in  con¬ 
nection  with  other  legislation,  and 
while  I  think  the  statement  of  pol¬ 
icy  that  you  read  is  a  correct  state¬ 
ment,  there  is  a  great  deal  of  differ¬ 
ence  of  opinion  as  to  whether  or 
not  we  use  aid  legislation,  or,  in 
this  case,  the  Peace  Corps  legisla¬ 
tion,  to  achieve  ulterior  motives  or 
ulterior  purposes,  I  mean  other 
purposes  than  aid.” 

Both  Senators  Hubert  H.  Humphrey 
(D-Minn.)  and  Frank  Church  (D- 
Idaho)  strongly  supported  Shriver’s  po¬ 
sition  and  commended  him  for  it. 

Sen.  Humphrey  said  that  the  Min¬ 
neapolis  Star  was  a  very  good  newspaper 
but  be  did  not  agree  with  its  position  in 
this  instance  and  did  not  think  it  was 
right  “to  impose  religious  qualifications 
for  the  recruitment  of  Peace  Corps  per¬ 
sonnel.”  He  continued:  “I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  you  ought  to  have  other  countries 
impose  upon  us  in  cases  of  a  coopera¬ 
tive  relationship  about  to  be  entered 
into,  religious  qualifications  as  the  basis 
of  our  assistance.” 

Sen.  Church  said  that  the  United 
States  established  conditions  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  all  our  foreign  aid  programs 
such  as  the  conditions  of  a  loan,  the 
length  of  that  loan,  the  amount  of  inter¬ 
est  to  be  paid.  He  pointed  out  that  no 
one  would  quarrel  with  such  conditions 
and,  addressing  Shriver,  he  stated: 

“The  position  you  have  taken  in 
connection  with  the  non-discrimi- 
natory  use  of  American  citizens  in 
the  Peace  Corps  is  but  another  con¬ 
dition.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
question  is  not  whether  or  not  we 
should  have  conditions,  but  wheth¬ 
er  or  not  the  conditions  we  do  im¬ 
pose  are  reasonable  and  in  accord 
with  our  basic  principles  as  a  na¬ 
tion. 

“1  cannot  think  of  a  condition 
either  more  reasonable  or  more  in 
accord  with  our  basic  principles  as 
a  nation  than  to  fully  utilize  all  our 
citizens  on  a  non-discriminatory 
basis.  I  approve  of  the  approach 
that  you  are  taking  in  connection 
with  this  rather  delicate  matter  and 
I  commend  you  for  it.” 

While  the  debate  continues,  the 
United  States  has  been  supplying  the 
UAR  with  large  amounts  of  surplus 
foods.  On  June  24,  it  was  announced 
that  our  country  would  make  available 
5,000  tons  of  corn;  3,000  tons  of  cotton 
seed;  and  soybean  oil  worth  $4  million. 
The  UAR  will  use  Egyptian  currency 
for  payment.  Most  of  the  money  will 
be  re-loaned  in  the  UAR  for  30  years 
for  economic  development. 

The  Peace  Corps  is  a  new  program 
and  apparently  the  Administration  is  de¬ 
termined  to  launch  it  free  of  criticism 
that  it  is  surrendering  basic  American 
principles  to  appease  prejudice. 


propaga^^gu^ 

The  Common  Market.  The  Arab  cam¬ 
paign  to  strangle  Israel’s  economy  shift¬ 
ed  last  fortnight  from  Africa  to  Europe. 

Arab  press  and  radio  issued  alarmed 
reports  that  Israel  is  seeking  association 
with  the  European  Common  Market. 
Cairo  announced  that  the  Arab  states 
have  joined  in  an  ultimatum  to  EEC 
members,  warning  that  their  Middle 
East  trade  would  suffer  retaliation  if 
they  accepted  Israel. 

Threats  of  reprisal  poured  out  of 
every  radio  station  and  were  widely 
printed — Europeans  would  not  only  lose 
the  Middle  East,  but  Arabs  would  tie 
up  the  African  countries  in  an  Arab- 
African  trading  bloc  that  would  freeze 
the  Europeans  out. 

[The  six  nations  which  comprise  the 
EEC  took  26  percent  of  Israel’s  exports 
last  year.  About  one-third  of  Israel’s 
citrus  products  go  to  members  of  the 
Market.  Israelis  fear  that  Israel  will 
suffer  discrimination  unless  she  wins 
acceptance.] 

European  nations  have  learned  from 
the  experience  of  West  Germany  that 
Arab  boycot  threats  prove  empty  when 
Arab  interests  are  really  at  stake. 

When  West  Germany  agreed  to  pay 
reparations  to  Israel  sdmost  a  decade 
ago,  the  Arab  League  warned  that  she 
would  forfeit  Arab  trade.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  West  Germany’s  trade  and  invest¬ 
ments  in  the  Arab  countries  have  in¬ 
creased  phenomenally.  And,  on  June 
28,  it  was  announced  that  the  West 
German  Government  would  lend  $250 
million  to  the  UAR  over  the  next  decade 
to  help  finance  a  $400  million  Euphrates 
Dam  in  northern  Syria. 

In  Africa.  Meanwhile,  President  Nas¬ 
ser  of  the  UAR  pushes  his  campaign  to 
alienate  Israel  from  its  African  friends. 

Every  few  weeks,  Nasser  wins  a  prop¬ 
aganda  coup  by  persuading  an  African 
country  to  join  in  a  proclamation  that 
Israel  is  a  “bridgehead  of  imperialism” 
and  a  “menace”  to  the  independence  of 
the  African  peoples. 

Such  a  denunciation  was  included  in 
the  Casablanca  proclamation  which  was 
signed  by  Ghana  and  Mali,  although 
these  African  countries  have  enjoyed 
friendly  relations  with  Israel. 

Mali’s  acquiescence  in  that  declara¬ 
tion  startled  Israel  because  only  last 
November  Vice-President  Jean-Mari 
Kone,  the  head  of  Mali’s  delegation  to 
Israel,  said  that  “Israel  was  the  first  to 
lend  a  hand  when  we  ran  into  difficulty 


and  the  Republic  of  Mali  will  never  for¬ 
get  this  expression  of  Israel’s  friend¬ 
ship.” 

On  June  17,  Cairo  Radio  announced 
that  Modibo  Keita,  President  of  Mali, 
and  President  Nasser  bad  joined  in  a 
communique  which,  among  other  things, 
condemned  Israel  as  “a  bridghead  for 
imperialism  which  endangers  the  secur¬ 
ity  and  safety  of  the  Middle  East  region 
and  African  and  Asian  states.”  (The 
UAR  is  granting  Mali  a  six  million 
pound  loan  at  2.5  percent  interest.) 

But  at  the  very  moment  that  Keita 
was  joining  with  Nasser  in  this  anti- 
Israel  declaration,  Mr.  M.  Amadou 
Hampate  Ba,  Mali’s  Moslem  spiritual 
leader  and  head  of  the  Foreign  Min¬ 
istry’s  Cultural  Relations  Department, 
was  traveling  through  Israel  on  a  four- 
week  study  tour  in  connection  with  the 
Mali-Israel  Technical  Assistance  Agree¬ 
ment.  Apparently,  despite  the  anti- 
Israel  pronouncement  emanating  from 
Cairo,  Mali  intends  to  continue  its  eco¬ 
nomic  cooperation  with  Israel,  for  he 
commented:  “I  was  glad  to  notice  how 
restrained  Israel’s  reaction  to  the  Cairo 
statement  had  been.” 

«  «  * 

It  is  evident  that  most  African  leaders 
do  not  attach  much  importance  to  these 
political  manifestoes.  In  fact,  most  Af¬ 
rican  countries  are  resisting  Nasser’s 
drive.  They  are  interested  not  only  in 
aid  from  Israel,  but  in  Israel’s  demon¬ 
stration  that  a  little  country  does  not 
need  to  resort  to  totalitarian  methods. 

Thus,  speaking  in  Washington  June 
9,  President  Fulbert  Youlou  of  the  Re¬ 
public  of  Congo  (Brazzaville)  told  the 
National  Press  Club  that  Israel  “testi¬ 
fies”  that  a  country  does  not  have  to  be 
pro-Soviet  to  engage  in  planning. 

Youlou  is  one  of  the  leaders  of  a  bloc 
of  countries  which  reject  Nasserism.  He 
commented: 

“What  I  reproach  Guinea  and  Mali 
for  is  not  their  socialism  but  that 
they  have  brought  Morocco,  Egypt 
and  Yugoslavia  into  the  affairs  of 
Black  Africa.” 

A  comment  on  the  Cairo-Mali  decla¬ 
ration  was  made  in  Israel  by  Premier 
Michael  Okbara,  head  of  an  East  Ni¬ 
gerian  delegation.  He  said: 

“I  have  spent  all  my  life  fighting  im¬ 
perialism  and  if  I  thought  that  Israel 
was  a  ‘bridgehead  for  imperialism’  I 
wouldn’t  be  here  right  now.” 

There  were  other  African  delegations 
in  Israel  last  fortnight — the  Minister  of 
Agriculture  of  Tanganyika,  the  Minister 
of  Agriculture  and  Mines  of  Sierra 
Leone,  and  the  Minister  of  Economics 
of  Upper  Volta.  All  three  are  inter¬ 
ested  in  Israel’s  technical  assistance  pro¬ 
grams. 
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...viewing  the  NEWS 

OU  Gusher.  Kuwait,  the  richest  piece 
of  real  estate  in  the  world,  is  menaced 
by  her  Arab  neighbor  Iraq. 

On  June  19,  the  British  finally  an¬ 
nulled  the  62-year  protectorate  over  Ku¬ 
wait,  an  area  of  about  5800  square  miles 
with  a  population  of  more  than  200,000 
near  the  head  of  the  Persian  Gulf. 

Kuwait  is  the  world’s  fourth-largest 
oil  producer,  with  more  than  20  percent 
of  the  world’s  known  oil  reserves. 

Last  year,  oil  produced  almost  $1 
billion  for  Kuwait,  which  shared  this 
sum  equally  with  the  Kuwait  Oil  Com¬ 
pany  Ltd.,  owned  jointly  by  Gulf  Oil 
Corporation  and  British  Petroleum 
Corporation. 

On  June  20,  Premier  Kassem  of  Iraq 
sent  congratulations  to  the  Sheikh  of 
Kuwait  and  took  the  occasion  to  de¬ 
nounce  imperialism. 

But  six  days  later  Kassem  tried  prac¬ 
tising  some  imperialism  for  himself  with 
the  announcement  that  Iraq  regarded 
Kuwait  as  “an  indivisible  part  of  Iraq 
and  that  it  would  never  c^e  a  single 
inch  of  it’’  Kassem  warned  the  Sheikh 
that  “if  he  misbehaved  he  would  be  se¬ 
verely  punished  and  considered  as  an 
insurgent.’’ 

The  Iraq  threat  brought  declarations 
of  support  for  Kuwait  from  both  the 
United  States  and  Great  Britain,  as  well 
as  from  the  leaders  of  most  Arab  states 
— the  UAR,  Saudi  Arabia  and  Jordan. 

At  first,  world  leaders  did  not  take 
the  Kassem  threat  seriously  but  later 
came  to  fear  that  he  might  propelled 
to  act  through  sheer  vanity.  Iraq  has 
an  army  of  60,000  men  well  equipped 
with  Russian,  American  and  British 
weapons.  Kuwait  has  a  2400-man  army. 

The  conflict  over  Iraq  will  widen  the 
breach  between  Kassem  and  Nasser. 
Iraq  is  already  blessed  with  oil.  Nasser 
has  very  little  and  has  always  wanted 
Kuwait  to  invest  its  vast  royalties  in 
UAR  development 

While  Western  regimes  were  rallying 
to  support  Kuwait,  Moscow  came  out 
for  Kassem. 

The  East  Berlin  radio,  in  a  broadcast 
to  the  Arab  world  in  Arabic,  on  June 
27,  commented:  “The  Iraqi  premier  was 
right,  historically  and  economically, 
when  he  demanded  that  necessary  mea¬ 
sures  were  taken  to  recognize  Kuwait  as 
part  of  Iraq,  through  negotiations  and 
peaceful  talks.” 

Lemon.  The  theory  that  Premier  Khru¬ 
shchev  of  the  Soviet  Union  is  no  longer 
interested  in  President  Nasser  of  the 
UAR  was  advanced  by  the  “Voice  of 
Free  Men,”  a  pro-French  clandestine 
radio,  broadcasting  in  Arabic  to  the 
UAR,  on  June  21: 

“The  Soviets  have  squeezed  the  last 
drop  of  the  lemon  and  thrown  it  out 
in  the  street.  Kluiishchev  has  com¬ 
pletely  exhausted  the  usefulness  of 
Nasser  and  has  cast  him  away.” 

The  broadcast  contended  that  Khru¬ 
shchev  exploited  Nasser  to  penetrate  the 
Arab  world  and  the  African  continent 


and  his  objective  was  to  liquidate  West¬ 
ern  bases  in  the  region  and  that,  having 
achieved  this  objective,  Khrushchev  has 
“booted  Nasser  out.”  The  broadcast 
further  explains  that  the  Soviets  have 
nothing  to  fear  from  Nasser,  who  needs 
them  for  Aswam  Dam  aid,  wheat,  tech¬ 
nical  assistance,  arms  and  “protection 
against  Israel.” 

The  broadcast  concluded  with  a 
sarcastic  message  to  America: 

“Is  the  withered  lemon  worth  buy¬ 
ing?  Leave  him  to  our  people  to  make 
him  pay  for  his  misdeeds.  It  is  our 
country  which  today  demands  the  hour 
of  judgment  after  growing  impatience 
with  tyranny.  Our  people  want  to 
make  him  account  for  his  mistakes. 
Nasser  did  not  pursue  a  policy  of  neu¬ 
trality  but  acted  as  a  Soviet  agent  who 
realized  Soviet  aspirations.” 


The  Arab  editor  has  advice  to  Amer¬ 
icans:  “Your  turn  next. . . .  Better  hurry 
up  in  training  a  new  Eichmann  to  fore¬ 
stall  the  feat,  otherwise  you  will  be  sub¬ 
merged  just  the  same  as  the  Arabs.” 

Aswan  Dam.  From  Rabat,  Akhbar  Al 
Yawn  reports,  on  June  16,  that  the  num¬ 
ber  of  Soviet  experts  on  the  Aswan  Dam 
project  has  been  reduced  to  cut  con¬ 
struction  costs.  The  paper  says  that  the 
Soviet  Union  had  intended  to  send 
3,000  experts  to  help  build  the  dam,  and 
adds  that  Soviet  enginers  are  now  work¬ 
ing  on  plans  for  construction  of  the 
Euphrates  River  Dam  which  is  expected 
to  cost  7.S  million  Syrian  pounds. 
(This  dam  will  be  financed  by  West 
Germany.) 


How  serious  is  the  split  between 
Khrushchev  and  Nasser?  Despite  the 
acrimonious  exchanges  of  recent  weeks, 
Khrushchev  cabled  Nasser  on  June  IS 
on  the  occasion  of  the  new  Hegira  year  to 
express  “deep  confidence  that  the  fruit¬ 
ful  cooperation  and  friendship  existing 
between  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  UAR 
will  continue  to  strengthen  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  our  peoples  and  for  the  sake  of 
maintaining  world  peace.” 

Nasser  replied:  “I  wish  you  to  accept 
from  the  UAR  people  and  myself  our 
true  friendship  for  you  all,  for  you  per¬ 
sonally,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  for  your 
noble  people,  for  whose  friendship  and 
love  we  aspire.” 

Ben-Gurion  Visit.  Moscow  exploited 
Prime  Minister  Ben-Gurion’s  recent  trip 
to  the  United  States  to  warn  Arabs 
against  the  West.  Moscow’s  Arabic 
broadcasts  said  that  the  visit  should 
prove  to  the  Arab  leaders  that  they  must 
beware  of  America’s  efforts  to  entice 
them  through  aid  programs.  “The  West 
is  still  harboring  evil  for  the  Arabs,  as 
usual,”  Moscow  said  on  June  14. 

Another  Theory.  The  Arabs  have  an¬ 
other  “explanation”  for  the  Ben-Gurion 
trip. 

The  Jerusalem  Times,  published  in 
Jordan,  carried  an  editori^  on  June  3 
to  the  effect  that  Mr.  Ben-Gurion  had 
visited  the  United  States  to  explore  the 
possibilities  of  installing  a  Jew  in  the 
presidential  chair  in  the  next  election. 


On  June  6,  Mohammed  A.  Mehdi, 
Director  of  the  Arab  Information  Serv¬ 
ice,  wrote  a  letter  to  the  San  Francisco 
Examiner  in  which  he  declared: 

“The  Arabs  do  not  discriminate  against 
American  Jews  on  the  ground  of  their 
religious  conviction,  but  on  the  basis  of 
their  politicai  commitment  as  Zionists  to 
Israel.  Accordingly,  American  lews  are 
Israelis  rcsidiiig  in  exiie  and  potential 
Israeli  citizens.  The  Arabs  forbid  Amer¬ 
ican  2Uonist  lews  to  enter  Arab  lands  on 
the  basis  that  they  are  Israelis  and  poten¬ 
tial  enemy  aliens.” 

This  defense  of  the  Arab  boycott 
brought  sharp  editorial  comment  from 
the  San  Francisco  Examiner: 

“That  is  tantamount  to  saying  that  a 
Jewish  American,  whose  sentimental  tie  to 
Israel  is  as  naturai  as  an  Irish  American’s 
tic  to  Ireiand,  isn't  American  at  all.  It  is 
insulting,  and  it  is  more  of  the  kind  of 
inflamed  extremism  among  Arabs  that 
keeps  the  Middle  East  festering  and  that 
is  so  difficult  for  Americans  to  show  pa¬ 
tience  towards.” 
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